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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Gresham 
('6,587,072). 

Regarding claim 12, Gresham discloses a radar device having a sensor and a 
transmitter configured to transmit data simultaneously operable for a communication. 
See FIG.1 (" T x 30"). Column 1, line 24-33 and column 4, line 45-48. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gresham as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view of Hill ('4,743,910). 



Application/Control Number: 10/537,473 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3662 

Regarding claim 13, Gresham discloses a pulse radar having a predefined 
transmission/reception spectrum with a transmission frequency range. See FIG.1 (" FM 
modulation and f 0 correction 11, microwave source 10, and pulse former 13"). Column 
1 , line 24-33 and column 6, line 34-45. 

Gresham fails to disclose a notch filter configured to selectively frequency range 
subrange containing spectral component of a sensing signal within the transmission 
frequency range. 

However, Hill discloses a notch filter configured to selectively frequency range 
subrange containing spectral component of a sensing signal within the transmission 
frequency range. See FIG.7 (" a notch filter 64"). Column 9, line 27-38. 

It would have been obvious to modify' Gresham to include a notch filter in 
teaching of Hill in order to efficiently adjust the frequency of the filtering notch to filter 
out the first rectangular wave clutter signal regardless from what range the clutter is 
reflected. 

5. Claims 14-15, 21, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gresham as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view of Lisle 
('5,418,536). 

Regarding claims 14, 21, and 24, Gresham fails to disclose a pulse radar having 
a predefined transmission/reception spectrum, a transmission frequency range for the 
transmission of data being in a peripheral region of the predefined 
transmission/reception spectrum. 
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However, Lisle discloses a pulse radar having a predefined 
transmission/reception spectrum, a transmission frequency range for the transmission 
of data being in a peripheral region of the predefined transmission/reception spectrum. 
See FIG. 3-4. Column 3, line 7-16. 

It would have been obvious to modify Gresham to include a predefined 
transmission/reception spectrum and a transmission range in teaching of Lisle in order 
to efficiently generate an output signal characteristically representative of a 
predetermined frequency spectrum of an input signal. 

Regarding claim 15, this claim is a design choice of the peripheral region in an 
expected way of implementing the combination of Gresham and Lisle with no new or 
unexpected result. 

6. Claims 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gresham in view of Lisle as applied to claim 13 above, and further in view of Caspers 
('6,507,730). 

Regarding claim 16, Gresham in view of Lisle fail to disclose the transmission 
frequency range including a plurality of individual frequency bands, each of for the 
transmission of data form different data class. 

However, Caspers discloses the transmission frequency range including a 
plurality of individual frequency bands, each of for the transmission of data form 
different data class. See FIG. 2 (" spectrum 250, frequency band 201, 202, a single data 
frequency"). Column 3, line 15-35. 
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It would have been obvious to modify Gresham in view of Lisle to include a 
plurality of individual frequency, bands, each of for the transmission of data form 
different data class in teaching of Caspers in order to efficiently combine speech and 
data device. 

Regarding claim 17, Gresham in view of Lisle fail to disclose the difference data 
classes including at least one of emergency data log data and communication data. 

However, Caspers inherently teaches the difference data classes including at 
least on of emergency data log data and communication data. See FIG. 2 (" spectrum 
250, frequency band 201, 202, a single data frequency"). Column 3, line 15-35. 

It would have been obvious to modify Gresham in view of Lisle to include the 
difference data classes including at least one of emergency data log data and 
communication data in teaching of Caspers in order to efficiently combine speech and 
data device. 

7. Claim 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gresham as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view of Wren (5,014,340) and 
Takeuchi ('2002/0122500) 

Regarding claim 18, Gresham fails to disclose a transmitter including amplitude 
modulation for emergency data and PSK modulation for the transmission of 
communication data and log data. 

However, Wren discloses a transmitter including an amplitude modulation for the 
emergency data. See column 5, line 48-53. 
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It would have been obvious to modify Gresham to include an amplitude 
modulation for the emergency data in teaching of Wren in order to efficiently three 
signal in sequential signals. 

Wren fails to disclose PSK modulation for the transmission of communication 
data and log data. 

However, Takeuchi discloses PSK modulation for the transmission of 
communication data and log data. See FIG.1 (" a transmitter 10 and a communication 
channel 20"). Page 2, paragraph 0025. 

It would have been obvious to modify Gresham and Wren to include PSK 
modulation for the transmission of communication data and log data in teaching of 
Takeuchi in order to efficiently separate the signal into real part and an imaginary part. 

8. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gresham as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view of Miller (7,065,125). 

Regarding claim 20, Gresham fails to disclose a receiver configured to receive a 
communication data signal and feeding the communication data to a demodulation 
device. 

However, Miller discloses a receiver configured to receive a communication data 
signal and feeding the communication data to a demodulation device. See FIG. 1 1 (" 
receiver 1100, demod controller 1108, demod 1110, and data handling system 1112"). 
Column 9, line 6-12. 



Application/Control Number: 10/537,473 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3662 

It would have been obvious to modify Gresham to include a receiver configured 
to receive a communication data signal and feeding the communication data to a 
demodulation device in teaching of Miller in order to efficiently improve multiple access 
collision performance as compared to SA/CDMA systems. 

9. Claims 19, 22, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gresham as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view of Knoop 
(7,015,805). 

Regarding claims 19 and 23, Gresham fails to disclose a vehicle having radar as 
claimed. 

However, Knoop discloses a vehicle having radar as claimed. See abstract. 

It would have been obvious to modify Gresham to include a vehicle having radar 
as claimed in teaching of Knoop in order to efficiently control device of a vehicle during 
a brake operation. 

Regarding claim 22, Gresham fails to discloses a radar device system 
comprising a plurality systems configured to sense its respective surroundings 
simultaneously exchange data with another of the plurality of radar system. 

However, Knoop discloses a radar device system comprising a plurality systems 
configured to sense its respective surroundings simultaneously exchange data with 
another of the plurality of radar system. See column 6, line 55-65. 

It would have been obvious to modify Gresham to include a radar device system 
comprising a plurality systems configured to sense its respective surroundings 
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simultaneously exchange data with another of the plurality of radar system in teaching 
of Knoop in order to efficiently control device of a vehicle during a brake operation. 

10. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gresham as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view of Furst ('6,338,011). 

Regarding claim 22, Gresham fails to discloses a radar device system 
comprising a plurality systems configured to sense its respective surroundings 
simultaneously exchange data with another of the plurality of radar system. 

However, Furst discloses a radar device system comprising a plurality systems 
configured to sense its respective surroundings simultaneously exchange data with 
another of the plurality of radar system. See FIG.1 (" radars 1,2, and 3"). Column 4, line 
28-44. 

It would have been obvious to modify Gresham to include a radar device system 
comprising a plurality systems configured to sense its respective surroundings 
simultaneously exchange data with another of the plurality of radar system in teaching 
of Furst in order to efficiently provide users with accurate and timely vehicle telemetry 
information from different sensor source. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hien Ly whose telephone number is 571-270-1326. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F: 7:00am - 4:00pm (EST). 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, THOMAS H. TARCZA can be reached on 571-272-6979. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Patent Examiner n 




Hien Ly 
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